Internet-based crowdfunding through websites such as Kickstarter seems to have become a familiar funding arrangement in the cultural and creative sectors. In the Netherlands, cultural politics have looked to this form of private funding as a possible means of re-establishing the connection between the arts and society. This raises the question of whether greater reliance on crowdfunding means different value orientations for arts institutions. This paper presents the outcomes of empirical research on crowdfunding in the Netherlands via the Voordekunst website. This not-for-profit website collaborates with several private and public art funds, providing the largest platform for 'project makers' and donors in the arts in the Netherlands. The value orientation of Dutch crowdfunders is researched, using the value sociology of Boltanski and Thévenot.
Introduction
Early research on crowdfunding (Agrawal, Catalini, and Goldfarb 2010; Burgstra 2012) indicates the potential of this form of funding to set up and fund creative and cultural projects. Not surprisingly, Western governments have looked to this seemingly new kind of art funding to mitigate the impact of budget cuts to the cultural sector during the economic downturn. See, for example, the Netherlands, where crowdfunding is seen as one of the methods to redress the cultural and arts sector's overreliance on public funding. In an effort to enhance the cultural entrepreneurship of subsidized cultural institutions, crowdfunding is viewed as a method to bridge the gap between artists and the market (Ministerie OCW 2012, 3) . Dutch local authorities have set up funding schemes in which they match the proceeds of crowdfunding campaigns (see e.g. the arts fund of the province of Brabant). Moreover, some private art funds have started collaborating with crowdfunding website Voordekunst, donating their money through this channel. Such policy initiatives could amount to an explicit directing of public arts funding towards market values.
Crowdfunding does seem to promise a market orientation as it allows individual 'users' of cultural and artistic products access to decisions on funding production and the dissemination of these products. Crowdfunding campaigns on sites such as Kickstarter or Voordekunst frequently involve a service offered in return for the funds provided, e.g. one or more copies of the CD to be produced or tickets to a concert. On their website, Voordekunst claim that this type of funding allows for a simultaneous focus on funding and marketing as the funding method creates a community around the makers or their project (see below). This paper aims to investigate which values drive crowdfunders in the Dutch cultural sector. By analysing the Voordekunst website and by conducting an online questionnaire to ARTICLE HISTORY received 17 July 2017 accepted 24 January 2018 KEYWORDS Crowdfunding; cultural policy; creative projects; value sociology; value regimes donors on the website, it seeks to describe the motivations of both project makers and funders. The empirical research is based on the value sociology of Boltanski and Thévenot ([1991] 2006) and Chiapello ([1999] 2005) . This paper first develops the hypothesis about the value orientations behind crowdfunding. Second, it explains the methodology for the empirical research and presents the outcomes. In the closing section, the outcomes are compared with the hypotheses. The conclusion also compares the value orientations behind crowdfunding with earlier empirical research on public funders of theatre in the Netherlands (Hinrichs 2015; Van den Hoogen 2016) . These outcomes can be compared because the studies have used a similar methodology. The comparison points to some implications for public arts policies, which will also be discussed.
Hypotheses
The empirical research is based on the value sociology of Boltanski and Thévenot ([1991] 2006) and Chiapello ([1999] 2005) , who argue that people legitimize their actions in and evaluations of social situations based on a set of values. On the basis of empirical observations they developed seven durable sets of values, each with its own principle of legitimization. These sets of values are called 'worlds' or 'value regimes' . They can be potentially present in all social situations, but social situations are usually characterized by the dominance of one or two regimes over others. The dominance of value regimes can change over time, hence they provide a useful tool to analyse social change. The regimes also allow for international comparisons of different empirical realities as the values are more abstract than, for example, subsidy criteria or concrete policy instruments. While these may differ from country to country, or from region to region, their underlying value orientations may be similar and can thus be compared. The value regimes were also the basic method for an analysis of Dutch public funding of theatre (Hinrichs 2015; Van den Hoogen 2016) . As a result, applying them here allows comparing the values that drive crowdfunders and those of public funders of theatre in the Netherlands.
As a tool for empirical research, the value regimes can be used in two ways. The first implies describing how the value regimes come to the fore in a concrete social situation. This implies describing the 'emic' meaning, 'the meaning of things (…) to the people involved' (Beuving and de Vries 2015, 30) . This can, for instance, be done by analysing the values present in policy texts. One can even count the occurrence of values in these texts as Boltanski and Thévenot argue that each regime favours particular objects and actions. Therefore, the regimes come to the fore in the verbs and nouns used in a text. The second method implies the researcher 'suggests' the regimes -or rather, operationalizations of the values of each regime -to the respondents in interviews or in a questionnaire (see e.g. van Winkel, Gielen, and Zwaan 2012) . This is a top-down approach in which respondents are asked to rank values suggested by the researcher. In the present research, both methods were used, the emic meanings were researched with a qualitative analysis, the top-down approach was applied in the questionnaire.
Edelman, Hansen, and Van den Hoogen (2017, chapters 2 and 4) provide a useful overview of the application of the value regimes in empirical research in the arts.
1 The inspired regime is obviously very important in art worlds; Boltanski and Thévenot even use the art world as a major inspiration to describe the regime. However, they apply a very Romantic notion of the arts when doing so (Edelman, Hansen, and Van den Hoogen 2017) , almost completely equating art worlds with the inspired regime as they see the personal inspiration of artists in producing their works as crucial to art. Of course, this is a prominent feature that distinguishes artistic production from other social activities. When applying Bourdieu's field theory ([1983] 1993), one could argue that the inspired regime and the notion of cultural capital align to a large extent. However, cultural capital can also stem from the meticulous development of artistic languages and references to earlier art works.
2 These would imply the presence of the domestic regime, which centres on heritage and traditions, and the industrial regime, which centres on the expertise that can be present in the mastery of artistic languages. Here, a professional rather than a Romantic perception of art and the work of artists comes to the fore. Therefore, from the perspective of Boltanski and Thévenot's regimes, what Bourdieu would call autonomous values in art worlds can be a combination of inspired, domestic and industrial values. Bourdieu's heteronomous values, or the large-scale production cycle, can be related to market considerations such as saleability, indicating the presence of the market regime, and to marketing activities aimed at reaching a large audience, indicating the presence of a compromise between the market and fame regimes. Moreover, heteronomous values can relate to political considerations that can be imposed by funders/public funders of art worlds, such as cultural democracy or the accessibility of the arts, indicating the presence of the civic value regime. And, particularly under the influence of New Public Management (NPM), cultural policies stress the importance of the industrial value regime when considerations about efficiency of cultural production and efficacy in reaching instrumental policy goals are advocated (for the impact of NPM on public arts policies, see for example : Belfiore 2002 : Belfiore , 2004 Gray 2007; Van den Hoogen 2010; Hadley and Gray 2017) .
By applying the value regimes, the current research connects particularly with Edelman, Hansen, and Van den Hoogen (2017, chapter 4) , who provide a theoretical overview of the impact of funding on theatre systems applying the value regimes. Based on empirical research on crowdfunding in the arts in the United States (Agrawal, Catalini, and Goldfarb 2010 , 2011 and Canada (Boeuf, Darveau, and Legoux 2014) , they see crowdfunding as a specific mode of financing with a particular impact on art worlds:
Successful crowdfunding campaigns are designed around many values central to the inspired polity: the feeling of a personal connection to the artist and the process of creation through a compelling personal story. Access to rehearsals, meet-and-greets and other perks may help to strengthen this personal connection as well. (…) to be successful artists (…) need the support of a circle of family and friends to launch their funding campaign. Usually, such circles are found in close geographical proximity to the artist or arts organization. Thus, domestic values play a role in this type of financing. And, as crowdfunding is organized on the basis of single projects rather than organizations over the long term, project values are important as are fame values to allow for campaigns to gain momentum. (…) the compelling story may either be based on the specific merits of the artistic work (…) [implying the importance of the inspired regime] or on a societal relevance (…) [implying civic values are occurring]. (Edelman, Hansen, and Van den Hoogen 2017, 147, 148) In his handbook for successful crowdfunding campaigns aimed at the Dutch market, Burgstra (2012) argues that successful campaigns hinge on a compelling story told from a personal perspective. The campaign should answer questions such as why the project is important from an artistic or creative point of view and why it matters to the makers personally. This indicates the dominance of the inspirational value regime. Moreover, project initiators should develop a unique structure of rewards in return for the donation. Obviously, for higher donations the reward should be unique and its monetary value should be higher. As a result, the market value regime may also be relevant in crowdfunding; one should offer coveted perks that prompt donations. Crowdfunding websites offer an opportunity to donate a small amount of money without a service in return. On Kickstarter, services in return usually start with donations of 10 US dollars or more, although for small donations the service in return may only be a thank-you note from the project initiators. Larger donations secure a finished product (such as a CD, downloadable soundtrack or a copy of a sculpture). Voordekunst has a similar system in place, offering an opportunity to donate without receiving a reward. Interestingly, the reward structure on Kickstarter is only visible after potential funders click the 'Back this project' button. On voordekunst.nl it is immediately visible when they click on the project description.
To summarize, the present study investigates the extent to which crowdfunding differs from public arts subsidies by examining whether a compromise between the civic and inspired regimes is a key feature in crowdfunding. It also investigates how other value regimes factor in, particularly the market regime, as crowdfunders can be the users of the artistic products whose production and dissemination they help to fund, slanting their support towards a market transaction rather than a charitable gesture. The study looks at the role -if any -played by domestic values (in the sense of proximity to a circle of family and friends), fame values (which factor in when trying to reach a wider circle of donors) and project city values (as crowdfunding is project-based rather than providing structural funding).
The empirical research set-up
Voordekunst is a non-profit organization. They describe themselves as follows on their website:
Voordekunst is the crowdfunding platform in the creative sector, a positive movement whose aim is to realize cultural projects. It is made possible by the people for whom it is ultimately intended: the public, or the 'crowd' .
Voordekunst gives advice, accompanied by crowdfunding campaigns, and thereby helps to achieve the aims of both the creative sector and the artists themselves. Through our website, donors can contribute easily and directly to the project of their choice. (Voordekunst 2017, n.p) Interestingly, they present themselves as 'a positive movement' , implying that a collective responsibility is at stake. What also stands out is that Voordekunst relates crowdfunding to the audience in the cultural sector. They clearly equate the audience with the funders, their implicit claim being that crowdfunding and marketing can go hand in hand. Conversations with the staff have also confirmed this. They are currently the largest crowdfunding website in the arts sector in the Netherlands. The empirical research consists of a qualitative and a quantitative component. For the qualitative research, Voordekunst's crowdfunding procedure has been described using the website itself and the 2015 annual report. Voordekunst also provided data concerning the number of projects and donors and the amounts donated for the years 2014-2016 (see Table 1 ). An analysis was made of the project descriptions of 23 projects on the website that campaigned for funding between 1 January 2016 and 1 September 2016. The projects were chosen to be representative of all disciplines (including heritage) present on the website. The largest disciplines in terms of number of projects are visual arts, theatre and music. Three projects were selected for each of these disciplines. For the smaller disciplines, two projects were included in the analysis. A content analysis was conducted of the texts and video fragments on the website, identifying the value regimes the project makers allude to and how. The aesthetics of image and music provided in the project descriptions were not analysed. All 23 projects were successful in the sense that donors pledged 80-100% of the amount requested. Two staff members of Voordekunst were interviewed to corroborate the description of the website and procedure and the outcomes of the qualitative analysis. The quantitative part of the research consisted of an online questionnaire sent to people who had donated money through the website between 1 January 2015 and 26 September 2016. Questions related to the art discipline that donors had donated to, the number of donations during the past year and statements that reflect the core values of Boltanski and Thévenot's value regimes. Respondents could indicate on Likert scales whether or not they agreed with the statement (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree). This method immediately highlights a limitation of the research. Boltanski and Thévenot imply that in social reality oppositions between values are possible and that social agents can weigh different values against each other. This was not possible in the questionnaire because a respondent could rank all values with a high or low score on the Likert scale. However, this method was chosen in order to reduce the time respondents needed to complete the questionnaire. How the value regimes were operationalized in these questions will be discussed in the section on the outcomes of the quantitative analysis.
The questionnaire was sent to 3999 email addresses and was completed by 547 donors. An analysis was made of the extent to which the response to the questionnaire is representative of all donations through Voordekunst, given the distribution of donations over the disciplines (see Table 2 ) and the distinction between single and frequent donors (more than one donation in the preceding 18 months). Music, the largest discipline in terms of number of projects and donations, turned out to be correctly represented in the response. Donors to visual arts and film are overrepresented/slightly overrepresented and donors to theatre, dance, photography and publication turned out to be underrepresented. Because the number of responses to each discipline is not large enough to allow for statistical analysis of differences between them all, this paper separately analyses only the disciplines of theatre, visual arts and music. The under-or overrepresentation of some of the disciplines in the sample is not problematic because the differences between these disciplines was shown to be small. Frequent donors are highly overrepresented in the response: they account for half of the responses but represent only 7-9% of Voordekunst's donor population. The differences between frequent and single donations will therefore be analysed throughout the article.
The values on the website
It is important to note that while Voordekunst seems a very open platform, their staff does screen project before they are published on the website. They check whether the project is realistic and viable for crowdfunding. The campaign itself, however, is run by the project maker, which requires considerable investment: project makers have to produce campaigning material and connect to a growing circle of potential donors. Voordekunst does provide advice in how to set up campaings and provides data on donations during the campaign to the project makers. For the present research, this implies that the (perhaps unconscious) norms of Voordekunst staff influence the value orientations we can find on the website: they take an active part in constructing a particular interpretation of what crowdfunding is or should be. As indicated, donations start at 10 Euro. Project makers can define different donation levels and the service provided in return for each of these levels. Donors can create a user ID on the website (which they can use for future donations) but this is not obligatory. Projects are successful if they reach 80-100% of the targeted amount. If 80% of the budget is pledged, project makers prepare an amended project plan which is sent to those who have pledged a donation. The donors have 5 days to decide whether they will still donate the money. If 80% is not reached, donors are refunded. Donors can also exceed the targeted budget in order to promote cultural entrepreneurship as all project makers will 'benefit' from a higher budget. In such cases, project makers are required to send updates to the donors indicating how the extra money will be spent. In short, Voordekunst provides an easy-to-use platform where project makers and potential donors can meet and they offer donors security regarding how their money is spent.
The values stressed by project makers
The analysis of the values emphasized by project makers in their campaigns can be summarized as follows (the full analysis is available in Appendix 1): Project makers stress a particular concept, which first and foremost represents an artistic vision or theme or is very personal in nature (inspired value regime). Apart from heritage projects -where domestic values are stressed -this occurs for all projects in all disciplines. The concept can also relate to a particular part of history and tradition (indicating the domestic value regime), or stress societal issues (civic regime). This is less common, however. The inspirational regime is therefore the dominant one. A project may also aim to enhance an artist's development and career, or -though this may be implicit -to promote the artist's career and build a network. In such cases, well-known artists are referred to in order to boost credibility. These issues point to the fame and project city regimes which are invoked to support a project's core values: project makers try to develop their position in the art world (or network).
Lastly, the market regime is present when project makers indicate the service that will be provided in return for the donation. There can be small donations without a reward, or the larger the amount donated the larger or more special the reward (e.g. single or multiple tickets to a concert or event, meet-and-greets with artists, signed copies of the poster/CD/DVD, a private concert to be held in your home, etc.). Donors can also opt to donate a small or large amount without a service in return. Based on the analysis of the website, it is difficult to assess why the market regime is important. There are several possible interpretations. First, the rewards or services offered in return provide clarity as to what the outcomes of a project will be: a concert, book, sculpture, event, etc. This would suggest that the market values are merely supportive values in order to provide transparency about what donors can expect in return, a view also expressed by Voordekunst staff. Their view is likely to be biased, however. As Burgstra indicates, donors might decide to donate because of a particular service offered in return.
Second, the reward system is obviously in place in order to entice donors to donate larger sums as these will give them unique perks.
Surprisingly, there seems to be little difference between the types of values project makers stress in their project descriptions, apart from the fact that heritage projects present a slightly different set of values. There, inspired values seem to be absent, with domestic and civic values forming the core of the project proposal. This is logical, given the nature of the discipline. As a result, the research was confined to only 23 project descriptions as these clearly reflected the pattern of value orientations.
The values of Voordekunst donors
The value regimes were operationalized in two questions in the online survey. Question 3 involved a list of statements (two per value regime) and respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which these values were important in their decision to donate to the project in the discipline they had mainly donated to in the preceding 18 months. The words used for each value regime correspond to the key values used in the research on theatre funding by public funders (Hinrichs 2015; Van den Hoogen 2016) , enabling a comparison of the outcomes (see Conclusion). However, this implied that these operationalizations of the value regimes were not specifically geared towards crowdfunding. Hence, the addition of question 6, which consisted of an altered list of statements, this time was specially devised for crowdfunding, so that respondents would not feel they were answering the same question twice, the question was reformulated as follows: if tomorrow you had a budget available to spend on crowdfunding through Voordekunst, what would your reasons be for choosing a project? Table 3 provides an overview of these operationalizations. The second column of Table 2 indicates how the values were used in the interviews to research public theatre funding (Van den Hoogen 2016). The third and fourth columns give the statements reflecting these values in the questionnaire.
A short explanation is necessary to understand the nuances between the different operationalizations used. The research aims to understand how funders differentiate between possible options to fund artistic projects or arts organizations. In other words, the values represent what potential donors might want to 'see' in project proposals. The regimes provide a grid to cover a wide array of arguments.
• The inspirational regime is represented by Artistic Development and Autonomy, two issues which are prominent concerns in art worlds.
• The Domestic regime is represented by considerations of traditions/heritage and connection to local situations. These are domestic values; the regime is very much bound to locality and history.
• The fame regime is represented by image and media attention.
• The civic regime revolves about the general interest, the idea that art is good for society. It was also operationalized as consideration of access to the arts and heritage. Both considerations are very important in public cultural policies, in crowdfunding, the civic regime relates to altruism of possible donors.
• The market regime presents a complex case. As the name might indicate the regime does connect to the market economy, but not fully. Boltanski and Thévenot have 'split up' market economies over several regimes, including the fame and the industrial. The core value of the market regime is competition, or rivalry when closing deals. Success is measured in monetary terms and by the possession of luxury products. As a result, money and finished products (which can be sold) are important objects in the market regime. The regime was operationalized by referring to the competitiveness and economic surplus (market values behind cultural policies focusing on the creative economy) in question 3. It was operationalized by referring to the finished product of a project proposal, or the reward offered in return for a donation, and the idea that the contribution can make the project into a success in question 6. In consultation with the staff of Voordekunst, these were deemed to be suitable operationalizations.
• The industrial regime focuses on effectiveness and efficiency. Experts are valued highly as they secure that things operate smoothly and successfully. Expertise therefore was used as a somewhat generic term, not restricted to artistic expertise. It can also refer to organizational expertise: the project maker should not only be able to succeed artistically but must also able to organize the project and to market it to particular audiences. 5 Also the regime relates to transparency of methods used. Therefore, in question 6, transparency of how money will be spent is indicated as a value.
• The project city regime also is difficult as it actually comprises many elements of the other value regimes, particularly the market, industrial and inspirational regimes (Boltanski and Chiapello [1999] 2005). van Winkel, Gielen, and Zwaan (2012) argue to disregard the regime for quantitative analyses. In our research, the regime was geared towards flexibility and towards connectivity and networks of project makers. Also, the regime was used to indicate a particular issue that came to the fore in the qualitative analysis: the project provides an opportunity for a next step in the career of the project maker.
The answers to question 3 (regarding current donations) are shown in Graph 1. The most important values for past donations are General Interest, Development of Art and Expertise, which score over 5.0 (on a 6-point scale). Image, Accessibility and Autonomy score over 4.0. The civic Table 3 . operationalization of value regimes in earlier research on public theatre funding (Hinrichs 2015; Van den Hoogen 2016) and in the questionnaire. *Because the wording of this item in the questionnaire corresponded to that of question 3, it was not asked again. In the analysis, the answers to this item were used for question 3.
Regime
Earlier research on theatre funding Question 3 (past donation) closely connected to the arts and the arts community. This is indeed the case given the answers to question 7 on how donors knew of the project or project maker (Table 4) . Frequent donors focus more strongly on project content, they tend to be colleagues of the project makers (in other words, they are artists themselves) and they are more likely to know the project makers through the internet or other media (i.e. their connection is less personal) and to be a fan of the project maker (i.e. they follow their work). These differences appear logical and have been confirmed in the qualitative research. For example, one staff member reports that frequent donors focus on talent development in a certain discipline. This implies that frequent donors seem to have a more 'professional' attitude than infrequent donors. It seems logical that the frequent donors will also present projects on Voordekunst themselves, which suggests that Voordekunst provides a platform for the artistic community to support the work of their peers. Unfortunately, the available data does not allow us to draw conclusions on this matter. Given the above characteristics of frequent donors, this does seem likely, however. Conducting interviews with frequent and infrequent donors might shed light on this issue. 6 The answers to question 6 (regarding future donations with operationalizations of the value regimes that fit crowdfunding in particular) are shown in Graph 2.
Inspired and civic values are also dominant for this question: the content of the project and the relevance of art and culture to society score highest. Next is the Expertise of the project makers (industrial value) and the fact that the donation can make the project a success (market value). The different operationalization of the values and the fact that the question is about future donations creates a slightly different order, with market values now ranking higher. Interestingly, the position of the market regime changes most based on the perceived or actual success of the project. The service offered in return does not have a very high ranking, although it now trumps the fame values and one of the domestic values (the project occurs in the donor's neighbourhood). Differences between frequent and infrequent donors and between disciplines are barely relevant for this question. Again, the outcomes present no immediate clarity on the position of the market regime. Both questions seem to indicate that the regime is of only moderate importance, being trumped by civic and inspired values. However, the idea that a donation can make a project a success is apparently appealing. The service offered in return, a value directly linking crowdfunding to market transactions, is not of primary importance given the answer to question 6. As indicated, Voordekunst gives the option of donating without any reward (10 Euro donations). Voordekunst staff learned in conversations with project makers that donors do not always claim the service they had selected. Based on transaction data, it was possible to analyse the relationship between donation levels and the service in return. The data is presented in Table 5 .
On average 17.5% of donations did not involve any service in return, while 35% of donations exceeded the monetary value of the service or did not involve any form of compensation. This indicates that for a substantial share of donations the market regime is not a primary concern for donors. Instead, it seems to play a supportive role in the crowdfunding campaigns, providing transparency about how the project is organized and funded rather than presenting itself as a market transaction. 8 However, the data also indicate that for 65% (i.e. a majority) of donations, the monetary value of the service offered in return does match the donated amount. In other words, for 65% of donations the market value of the service in return does appear to be important, although this is not reflected in the answers to the questionnaire. Table 6 summarizes the values underlying the crowdfunding of art and culture in the Netherlands. Both the qualitative and quantitative analyses point to the fact that crowdfunders are motivated first and foremost by civic and inspired values: the relevance of art and culture to society and the content of project proposals (which in the case of heritage is motivated by domestic rather than inspired values), the autonomy of the artists and artistic development are the most important values for donating. Crowdfunders also look at the expertise of project makers, which is an industrial value, and they like Table 4 . response to question on the relationship of donors to the project makers/projects they have donated to (differences between frequent and infrequent donors are significant if p < 0.05; differences between disciplines were not significant). to feel that their contribution could make the project a success, which points to the market regime. The service offered in return (also a market value) and the makers' image (fame value) seem important as supportive values. Competitiveness and the economic impact of the arts are barely relevant. The differences among art disciplines are not large.
Conclusions
There is an important qualification, however. The discourse on crowdfunding in the Netherlands, both on the Voordekunst website and in the Dutch literature about it (e.g. see Burgstra 2012) , focuses on the funders' societal or charitable orientation. This biases the outcomes, especially because the questionnaire was administered through the Voordekunst website. Table 6 . Values underlying crowdfunding of arts and culture through Voordekunst.
Comparison with the hypotheses about values driving crowdfunding
The outcomes confirm the hypothesis that crowdfunding in the Netherlands is prompted by a compromise between the civic and inspired value regimes. For heritage projects, the domestic values take over the role of the inspired values. In short, the content of the project and the personal intentions of the project makers weigh heavily, as do the importance of art and heritage for society. The position of the market regime is less clear: there are obvious indications that it is merely a supportive value in crowdfunding decisions, providing transparency to donors. However, as the majority of crowdfunders do select a service in return that is commensurate with their donation, we cannot rule out they are motivated by market values rather than charity. Domestic values in the sense of proximity to a circle of family and friends do not appear as expected. Although a large proportion of donors know the project makers through close relations (family, friends), particularly frequent donors appear to have a less informal relationship with the project makers they fund. However, single donors in particular tend to have a personal connection with the project makers (see Table 3 ). As a consequence, (physical) proximity to the project makers might very well be relevant Also, project values occur differently than anticipated: they are prominent when a project is a step in the maker's career, linking them to the personal nature of the project content, rather than representing the 'undetached' manner in which Boltanski and Chiapello present the regime where one seizes opportunities. Fame values are not particularly prominent.
Comparison with Dutch theatre funding and policy implications
As mentioned above, the research design was in part inspired by the possibility of comparing the outcomes with earlier research on Dutch public theatre funding (Hinrichs 2015 ; Van den Hoogen 2016). Hinrichs and Van den Hoogen conducted interviews with people involved in making decisions on subsidy allocations for the Dutch Performing Arts Fund and the national Council for Culture, the major funders of theatre production in the Netherlands. For this research they used the same operationalizations of the value regimes (see Table 2 ), asking their respondents to rank the fourteen values in order of importance for funding decisions (Graph 3).
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Subsidy allocation decisions on theatre turned out to be mainly driven by civic and inspired values. The marked difference between the Council for Cutlure and the Fund regarding the civic regime can be explained based on their roles in the Dutch theatre system which is a touring system: companies produce performances and sell them to theatre venues. The companies are subsidized by the national government (either through the mionistry based on advice by the CfC or through the Fund), the venues Graph 3. relative weight of value regimes for the Dutch Council for Culture and Performing arts fund (in percentages), based on Van den Hoogen (2016) and Hinrichs (2015) .
are subsidized by municipalities. The Council for Culture evaluates the four-year policy plans of the nine theatre companies that comprise the 'base infrastructure': a structure of facilities of companies spread over the country. They provide the mainstay of spoken theatre performances. The fund subsidizes project subsidies for experimental performances. Therefore, the Council for Culture has a more general responsibility and values access of theatre higher, while the Fund focuses on intrinsic arguments more, which is reflected in the higher priority given to the inspirational regime. For both funders the expertise of the theatre organizations (the interviews revealed that both artistic expertise and management and marketing expertise are meant) is pivotal in decision-making, which accounts for the high score of the industrial regime. Surprisingly, the Fund attaches more value to the market and fame regimes than the Council for Culture.
For the present research, however, the fact that civic and inspirational values and the artists' expertise are key factors for both public subsidies and crowdfunding is more relevant. This does not imply, however, that the two funding mechanisms are the same. The organization of crowdfunding slants this type of funding to a particular part of the creative sector: project-based, not structurally funded, smaller scale (start-ups) and in some cases community-based. These are organizations that can initiate projects with the relatively small budgets raised through Voordekunst. While the total number of projects funded appears to be rising, the average amount is only around 5500 Euro (see Table 1 ). To compare, a project subsidy from the Performing Arts Fund usually well exceeds 10,000 Euro. Larger organizations such as orchestras, nationally touring theatre companies and venues are conspicuously absent from the list of project makers in the 2015 annual report.
10 Therefore, crowdfunding cannot be regarded as simply a replacement for subsidies in the cultural and creative sector as it caters to a particular kind of arts producer: new, small-scale initiatives. Crowdfunding does not appear to be a suitable funding arrangement for on-going facilities. Moreover, the empirical outcomes seem to suggest that the community involved in crowdfunding is a community very closely connected with the art world. Therefore, it is a matter for debate whether 'new' audiences or supporters of the arts are reached. As a result, crowdfunding might not be a particularly successful means of bridging the gap between supply and demand for cultural goods. From a public arts policy perspective, therefore, the current research presents a first indication that rather than being a replacement for the public subsidy system or a justification for cutbacks, crowdfunding through Voordekunst is an interesting supplement to the existing subsidy arrangements. However, its success cannot be interpreted as growing societal support for the arts.
Notes
1. Edelman, Hansen, and Van den Hoogen (2017) discuss the use of the value regimes for studying funding of theatre at length for the European context. Boeuf, Darveau, and Legoux (2014) do so from a Canadian context. Lemasson (2017) discusses the use of the value regimes for analysing policy legitimization. 2. I make a distinction here between cultural capital and symbolic capital. In some of his publications Bourdieu equates the two. From the perspective of value regimes, symbolic capital represents a compromise between the inspired and fame value regimes (Edelman, Hansen, and Van den Hoogen 2017) . This nuance is not particularly relevant for the present analysis. 3. A further complication concerns the decision to allow respondents to self-report the discipline they had donated to, rather than linking their email address to Voordekunst's transaction data (which is the basis for the calculation of distributions in Table 1 ). This would have compromised the anonymity of the respondents. However, this means that donors might have remembered the discipline differently than the categorization of the transaction data. Some single donors also indicated several disciplines, implying that they regard the project they had donated to as falling in several categories. For the performing arts, for example, this is logical. As a result, a discrepancy between the sample and the population in terms of the distribution of donors across the disciplines is unavoidable. 4. This also points to the notions of symbolic value and artistic reputation, which are key in Pierre Bourdieu's field theory ([1983] 1993). 5. Indeed, the research on public theatre funding in the Netherlands (Van den Hoogen 2016) indicated that over time organizational expertise has become a prominent point of evaluation of subsidy applications. 6. Voordekunst does acknowledge that project makers frequently donate to their own project. One explanation could be that they have received money from their grandparents or others who are not able or willing to use the internet themselves. However, self-donating could also point to opportunistic behaviour: if the target amount is not reached, project makers might 'fill' the gap themselves (although we have no information as to how they acquire this money) to 'secure' the donations pledged so far. 7. The sudden spike for theatre donors in the domestic value 'the project occurs in my neighbourhood' is not statistically relevant. It can be explained by the fact that the Dutch wording of the value is ambiguous for theatre. The Dutch theatre system is in essence a touring system where audiences can 'wait' until a production comes to the theatre in their neighbourhood. The value can therefore have two meanings for theatre: the project relates to my neighbourhood, or the performance is at my local theatre. This leads to random answers. 8. As the type of service in return is not categorized by Voordekunst it is not possible to indicate which types of returns are offered, nor whether they differ per discipline. One can assume that in music and film a recorded version of the work will be offered for relatively small donations, which might skew crowdfunding as simply an early form of payment for a product received. If this were indeed true, market values will be more important in crowdfunding for these art forms than indicated here. 9. Hinrichs used three operationalizations per value regime and included the green polity in her research, a value regime focusing on sustainability. She therefore asked respondents to rank 24 values, which proved difficult for many of them. Van den Hoogen therefore deleted the green polity (which turned out not to be relevant) and reduced the number of operationalizations to two per regime. 10. Either because they do not propose projects for crowdfunding or because Voordekunst does not see them as potentially successful and therefore does not allow them access to the site.
